

As was the ease with the evidence about the bag, the informa- 
tion in the Report does not accurately reflect the Commission* s best 
information about the marksman, his marksmanship, his weapon and «ni- 
munition. Rather than the superb marksman required to shoot even 
better than the best ^masters” the Commission tested, Oswald was a 
poor shot, Aether or not the second-hand war surplus rifle was capa- 
ble of being fired accurately, the best evidence is that at the time 
of the assassination the condition of the sight precluded this, unless 
the marksman was both proficient and practiced with the maladjusted 
and broken sight. There is no evidence Oswald had either the practice 
or the skill. There was at best an abortive investigation of the 
source of the ammunition. Oswald was never connected with either the 
ammunition or the clip in which it was contained. The clip did not 
come with the rifle. The empty cartridge eases from which the bullets 
were presumed to have been fired and the live cartridge had all been 
in this rifle on a previous occasion and/or in another unidentified 
and ignored rifle. Mysteriously, the police suspended their investi- 
gation of the source of the ammunition without tracing it to Oswald* 
The police also swore to contradictory and conflicting statements 



about what they did with the ©mpiy shells. 

Nonetheless, the Report concludes Oswald had the skill required 
for the assassination and that the rifle was the assassination? weapon. 
Whfrt it did not ignore about the ammunition it was satisfied to pre- 
sume, even in the presence of contrary evidence. It also presumed 
Oswald* s possession of the rifle and ammunition. On these bases, 
the Commission wants us to agree with its Beport, thit Oswald was 


the marksman. 



